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83-12-1 


83-12-2 


83-12-3 


83-12-4 


Gilsdorf; Prof. P. Albert; Dr. P.E. Filion. 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 


Dr. Breen advised that Dr. O'Brien would be a few minutes late in arriving 
and he had been asked to chair the meeting in the interim. 


Approval of Minutes 


Senate was advised that the minutes of the meeting of October 28, 1983, 
had not been completed in time for circulation for this meeting and would be 
dealt with at a subsequent meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN EMERY, SECONDED BY MR. GOTT, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF OCTOBER 14, 
1983, BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Chairman's Remarks and Question Period 


Dr. Breen advised that he did not have any remarks and he presumed that 
Senators would want to direct any questions that they might have, to the 
Rector when he arrived. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dr. Breen drew Senate's attention to the memorandum from the Secretary to 
the Chairmen of Faculty Councils and the Board of Graduate Studies, 


83-12-5 


83-12-6 


83-12-7 


83-12-8 


(document US-83-12-Dl), which was being tabled on behalf of the Steering 
Committee for the information of Senate. 


Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WILLS,-SECONDED BY DEAN TADDEO, 
THAT THE NOMINATIONS TO THE SENATE APPEALS COMMITTEE 
ON CHEATING AND PLAGIARISM, (DOCUMENT US-83-12-D2), BE 
APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Additional Undergraduate Curriculum Changes 


Prof. Drysdale presented and explained the additional undergraduate 
curriculum changes in Arts and Science, (document US-83-12-D3). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. DRYSDALE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
LIGHTSTONE, THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGE PROPOSALS IN 
ARTS AND SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT US-83-12-D3), BE APPROVED, 
SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS OF UCCC, (DOCUMENT 
US-83-12-D4). 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Science College Prize 


Dean Taddeo presented the resolution from the Arts and Science Faculty 
Council concerning the creation of a Science College Prize, (document 
US-83-12-D5). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY MR. 
PAPPADIA, THAT THE RESOLUTION FROM THE ARTS AND 
SCIENCE FACULTY COUNCIL CONCERNING THE CREATION OF 
A SCIENCE COLLEGE PRIZE, BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Changes in the Composition of the Council of the Faculty of Arts and 
Science 


Dean Taddeo presented and explained that the proposed changes to the 
Composition of the Council of the Faculty of Arts and Science, (document 
US-83-12-D6). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY MR. RELTON, 
THAT THE PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE COMPOSITION OF THE 
COUNCIL OF THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, 
(DOCUMENT US-83-12-D6), BE APPROVED AND RECOMMENDED 
TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL. 


83-12-9 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Report on the Status of Women 


Senate's attention was drawn to the document which had been put together 
by the Steering Committee in preparation for Senate discussion on the 
Report of the Committee on the Status of Women, (document US-83-9-D4, 
Revised). It was explained that the Steering Committee document had been 
prepared and circulated for the September meeting of Senate, subsequent to 
which proposals had been received from the Councils of the Faculty of Arts 
and Science, the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, and the Faculty 
of Fine Arts, concerning the establishment of a University-wide evaluation 
and implementation committee; that it was the feeling of the Steering 
Committee that the Report of the Committee on the Status of Women should 
be debated on the basis of the document which it had prepared, as had been 
agreed by Senate at the September meeting, but in the context of the Faculty 
Council proposals that the next move should be the establishment of a 
University-wide committee; and that it was the hope of the Steering 
Committee that the debate on the 5 points contained in document 
US-83-9-D4 would not be prolonged unduly, but that it would provide 
Senate with an opportunity to go over some of the problems as outlined in 
the Steering Committee document and that we could then move towards 
consideration of an appropriate intermediate stage in the process, 1.e., that 
we would then pick up the recommendations from the Faculty Councils. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that procedurally he would invite discussion on each of 
the 5 topics listed in document US-83-9-D4; that the discussion would be 
pursued for as long as it seems to be reasonably productive, but not 
necessarily to the point of exhausting everything that might be said on those 
topics; that an attempt would be made to cover the 5 topics in the course of 
today's debate, in order to give Steering Committee a feeling for the 
reactions of Senate; and the Steering Committee would then be able to 
contemplate what most usefully may next be done. 


In response to a question concerning the possibility of setting a time limit to 
discussion on each of the 5 topics listed in document US-83-9-D4, in order 
to ensure consideration at today's meeting of a resolution from CUSA, 
(document US-83-12-D12), which brings together the Faculty Council 
proposals concerning the establishment of a University-wide evaluation and 
implementation committee, the Chairman stated that he did not see any 
problem with setting a time limit for each of the topics, as might best be 
decided. However, with respect to consideration of a resolution concerning 
the establishment of an evaluation and implementation committee, he 
explained that Steering Committee's recommendation was that that not be 
done at this meeting, but rather to allow the meeting to indicate what actions 
appear to be necessary and that in the light of today's discussion, Steering 
Committee come back to Senate at the next meeting with a resolution which 
would be a distillation of the various proposals concerning a 
University-wide committee, including the proposal from CUSA. 


It was suggested that the process that was being recommended by the 
Steering Committee should be modified to allow discussion on the 
resolution from CUSA at today's meeting and preferably prior to 
consideration of the 5 topics listed in document US-83-9-D4, which it was 
argued would give much more direction to the debate on those topics. 


The discussion which ensued, centered on the question as to whether to 
follow the procedure proposed by the Steering Committee or to consider 
immediately the resolution from CUSA concerning the establishment of an 
evaluation and implementation committee. 


It was agreed by majority vote to consider immediately the resolution from 
CUSA, (document US-83-12-D12). 


It was moved by Mr. Relton, seconded by Mr. Gott, that the following 
resolution, (document US-83-12-D12), be approved. 


"BE IT RESOLVED THAT SENATE RECOMMENDS THE 
CREATION OF AN EVALUATION AND 
IMPLEMENTATION COMMITTEE ON THE STATUS OF 
WOMEN AT CONCORDIA. 


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT THIS COMMITTEE 
INCLUDE A REPRESENTATIVE OF EACH OF THE 
FOLLOWING CONSTITUENCIES: 


= CUSA 

CUNASA 

CUFA 

- GSA 

- PART TIME FACULTY AND STAFF 

- AN ADMINISTRATOR, APPOINTED BY THE 
RECTOR 


THE COMMITTEE WOULD: 


- HAVE THE AUTHORITY TO DECIDE 
PRIORITIES OF ACTION AND RESEARCH 

- BE A RECTOR'S WORKING COMMITTEE 
WITH THE POWER TO IMPLEMENT THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS ARISING FROM THIS 
RESEARCH 

- PROVIDE STIPENDS OR OTHER FORMS OF 
BENEFITS TO ENSURE A DEGREE OF 
CONTINUITY IN MEMBERSHIP 

- HAVE A FULL-TIME SECRETARY (S-4, S-5), 
AND OFFICE SPACE 

- BE SUBJECT TO A RE-EVALUATION AT THE 
END OF ITS ORIGINAL FIVE YEAR 
MANDATE." 


In response to a question concerning the philosophical reasons for the 
composition of the proposed committee, both in terms of quantity and 
constituencies represented, it was explained that the rationale for limiting 
membership to one representative from each group was to establish a small 
working committee; and the composition itself was to ensure representation 
from the various groups who in fact have representation on the majority of 
University bodies, with the exception of one representative each from part- 
time faculty and staff, which constituencies had been singled out in the 
Report of the Committee on the Status of Women. 


Concern was voiced over the mandate of the Committee which would have 
the power to implement recommendations, particularly those relating to the 
hiring of faculty, without prior approval by an academic body, i.e., Senate; 
and it was argued that before deciding on the composition and mandate of 
the proposed committee, Senate should discuss the recommendations from 
the Report of the Committee on the Status of Women, i.e., we should now 
discuss the recommendations from the Report of the Committee on the 
Status of Women, on the assumption that we were going to approve the 
establishment of an Evaluation and Implementation Committee, but with its 
composition and mandate yet to be decided. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. ARBUCKLE-MAAG, SECONDED BY 
DEAN SWAMY, THAT THE RESOLUTION ON TRE FLOOR BE 
TABLED UNTIL SENATE HAS DISCUSSED THE REPORT OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON THE STATUS OF WOMEN. 


THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT 
CARRIED. 


During continued discussion it was argued that one would have to have a 
clear idea of what the proposed Committee was going to be asked to do, 
before deciding on its composition and mandate; that the Committee should 
be required to at least report back to Senate with recommendations, 
guidelines and the rationale for those guidelines, with respect to 
implementations; that the composition of the proposed Committee should be 
modified to reflect the fact that implementation of recommendations from the 
Report of the Committee on the Status of Women, would have a much 
greater impact on full-time faculty, students, and staff, than on part-time 
faculty, etc.; and that the Committee should develop Concordia-specific data 
pertinent to the recommendations in the Report of the Committee on the 
Status of Women and that Senate itself should decide on priorities of action 
based on that data. 


The feeling was expressed that the proposal to create an Evaluation and 
Implementation Committee was intended as an alternative to the 
recommendation in the Report of the Committee on the Status of Women to 
establish the position of Associate Vice-Rector for the Status of Women, 
and that aspect should be considered by Senate. 


Concerning the mandate of the proposed Committee, a number of possible 
amendments were suggested, including the suggestion that the primary 


mandate should be that it recommend to Senate on priorities of action and 
research; that while it would be a Rector's Working Committee, the 
question of power to implement, etc., was something which should be 
deliberated and decided upon by Senate; that the item concerning stipends, 
etc., should be rephrased to the effect that the work-loads of the members of 
the Committee be readjusted to take into account the amount of work that 
they would be required to devote to the Committee; and that the 5 year 
mandate be limited to 3 years. 


It was suggested that the proposal should be considered in terms of 
establishing two committees; the first would be a committee whose duty 
would be to suggest to Senate priorities of action and research on the basis 
of the committee's deliberations; the second committee, which might in fact 
be a reconstitution of the first committee, would be established following 
Senate's approval of a series of priorities of action and research, and would 
be, in effect, an ongoing evaluation and implementation committee in lieu of 
an Associate Vice-Rector's position. 


With respect to a suggestion that Senate itself should decide which of the 
recommendations from the proposed Evaluation and Implementation 
Committee would be accepted or not, it was argued that given that there 
were no part-time faculty representatives, no part-time or full-time staff 
representatives, and very few women on Senate, it was doubtful that Senate 
would accept any recommendation advocating that more action be taken to 
further the progress of women at Concordia. It was further stated that one 
would much prefer to see a motion which would include the motion from 
the Fine Arts Faculty Council, (document US-83-12-D7), and the second 
part of the motion from the Arts and Science Faculty Council, (document 
US-83-9-D7), and which would also have the proposed Committee 
reporting to the Board of Governors and would include some mechanism 
for input to Senate. 


It was explained that the motion on the floor was basically to recommend 
something to the Board of Governors which really had the power to 
implement that recommendation; and that the motion was suggesting that a 
Committee be set up by the Board and that effectively Senate would be able 
to make suggestions to that Committee rather than to the Board as a whole, 
i.e., by adopting the proposal to set up a Committee to specifically deal with 
these issues, would by no means prevent debate at Senate, but rather we 
would simply be changing the direction in which Senate recommendations 
would be going. It was also argued that the suggestion that the proposed 
Committee should report to Senate, would be tantamount to setting up yet 
another Committee on the Status of Women which, while it might end up 
producing another "Weaving the Fabric for the Future" report, perhaps in 
smaller sections, with fewer recommendations, at different points in time, 
nonetheless it would still not have the power to implement. 


It was argued that the issue should be tackled in two stages, 1.e., the first at 
the level of evaluation and the second at the level of implementation; that at 
the implementation level, the committee ought to be small but not 
necessarily composed as proposed in the resolution on the floor; that at the 


evaluation level, input from one faculty representative appointed by CUFA 
was not sufficient, i.e., there were concerns from the Faculties, as opposed 
to faculty members, which must be taken into consideration, particularly 
those relating to the academic programmes that were offered and the kinds 
of people that Faculties were able to get from the market; that those concerns 
should not be dismissed without having proper statistics with respect to the 
number of people available, both in terms of students and qualified 
professors; that there were certain strong recommendations in the Report of 
the Committee on the Status of Women which had tremendous implications, 
particularly for the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science; and that it 
was essential. for that Faculty to have input to an evaluation committee in 
developing priorities of action and research, so that Senate, which was the 
highest academic body in the University, could decide what the implications 
were with respect to the academic programmes in that Faculty. 


It was stated that one was going to abstain from voting on all motions 
relating to this issue because one did not believe in affirmative action, nor 
did one believe that we needed to have a separate status of women 
committee or an Associate Vice-Rector for the Status of Women. In 
addition, it was argued that there were all sorts of actions which individually 
could be taken through the regular existing University channels, including 
appeals committees, etc.; that if biased decisions were being taken, we 
should ensure that fair minded people are appointed to such committees, not 
only with respect to sexual bias and discrimination but also with respect to 
other factors which -may interfere with procedures of decision making and 
deliberations; that establishing committees such as the one being proposed, 
to collect data, etc., would create even further barriers, in the sense that 
there was a real danger that such data will confirm that there were not 
enough qualified women to teach in Engineering, for example, at which 
point it will simply be decided to forget the matter for awhile; that if there 
were qualified women, and if positions in the University were being 
advertised openly, those women will apply and at which point we could 
ensure that those applications were being considered; and that the proposed 
committee that we were going to set up in the name of scientific 
investigation, will be confronted with facts justifying the particular type of 
apathetic situations already existing in the University, and will make them 
law and perpetuate them. 


It was suggested that, given the fact that there was no staff representative on 
Senate and that much of the Report of the Committee on the Status of 
Women actually deals with matters which were not part of Senate's 
mandate, the proposed Committee should be expected to extract from the 
Report those issues dealing with academic matters and bring them in a 
separate form to Senate, along with pertinent data, so that Senate can deal 
with them, leaving aside for’ other appropriate bodies such as the Board of 
Governors or the Rector's Cabinet, to form whatever might be necessary to 
work on other parts of the Report. 


It was stated that discussion at this meeting indicates that a majority of 
Senators were in favour of establishing the proposed Evaluation and 
Implementation Committee; that the proposal was also supported by three 


Faculty Councils, and the two Students’ Associations; and that the only 
problem seemed to be the timing of the proposed Committee. It was also 
argued that the proposal in no way was intended to imply that Senate debate 
should be avoided; that rather than operating under the present situation 
whereby recommendations emanating from Senate would be going directly 
to the Board of Governors, what was being proposed was that a committee 
be set up, with a mandate to study the status of women at Concordia and to 
study all documents relating to that, including any which might come from 
Senate; that much more would be done with Senate recommendations if a 
committee was set up to deal with such recommendations, rather than 
submitting them directly to the Board of Governors, where, from past 
experience, there was a good chance that they would get lost in the shuffle; 
and that the best way to guarantee Senate input, was to suggest that a body 
be set up to deal specifically with this issue, instead of directing such input 
to the Board of Governors' itself, which had a tendency not to provide 
Senate with any feed-back on recommendations coming from this body. 


In response to a question of clarification on the resolution, it was explained 
that the phrase "That Senate recommends ..." was intended to mean that 
Senate recommends to the Board of Governors, etc.; and also that the 
proposed Committee would deal with all recommendations within the 
Report of the Committee on the Status of Women, including those which 
have been identified in the Steering Committee document as being academic 
in their implications. 


Again it was suggested that the proposal should be considered in terms of 
establishing two committees, with the first committee being specifically a 
Senate Committee consisting of 1 representative from CUSA, 1 
representative from GSA, 2 faculty members from CUFA, | representative 
of part-time faculty, and 1 academic administrator. 


During continued discussion it was suggested that the Committee proposed 
in the resolution on the floor should in fact be a committee of the Board of 
Governors; that the word "would" in the mandate of the Committee be 
changed to "should"; that only items | and 2 in the Steering Committee's 
document were properly the province of Senate and should perhaps be dealt 
with by a Senate committee; that there should be parity between faculty 
representatives, both fulltime and part-time, and non faculty representatives 
on the Committee which would be appointed by and report to the Board of 
Governors. 


It was argued that while Senate has always recognized that student 
representatives to various bodies get appointed by CUSA and GSA, it was 
not really Senate's duty to make sure that faculty members get appointed by 
CUFA,; that if there are union issues related to the status of women, there 
were mechanisms for the. Union to raise those issues and attempt to get 
them resolved; and that if the proposed Committee was to be a University 
Committee, the faculty members would have to be appointed by the Faculty 
Councils. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, 
SECONDED BY PROF. DRYSDALE THAT SENATE RECOMMENDS 
THE CREATION OF A SPECIAL SENATE COMMITTEE ON THE 
STATUS OF WOMEN AT CONCORDIA; THAT THIS COMMITTEE BE 
COMPOSED OF 2 FULL-TIME FACULTY MEMBERS TO BE 
APPOINTED BY SENATE, | PART-TIME FACULTY MEMBER 
APPOINTED BY SENATE, 1 ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATOR TO BE 
APPOINTED BY THE RECTOR, 1 STUDENT APPOINTED BY CUSA, 
1 STUDENT APPOINTED BY GSA; THAT THE MANDATE OF THE 
COMMITTEE WOULD BE TO EXAMINE THE REPORT OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON THE STATUS OF WOMEN IN ORDER TO OUTLINE 
THOSE RESOLUTIONS WHICH ARE OF PARTICULAR 
IMPORTANCE TO SENATE AND TO PROVIDE SUCH 
RESOLUTIONS WITH AN ANALYSIS OF COMPARATIVE STUDY 
CONTAINING CONCORDIA-SPECIFIC DATA. 


The Chairman advised that he was interpreting the amendment as being, in 
effect, to add a Senate Committee as described in the amendment, to what 
has already been proposed in the resolution on floor, i.e., there would be a 
Senate Committee which would be concerned only with those aspects of the 
Report of the Committee on the Status of Women which are described as 
academic, and there would also be a general Committee concerned with all 
aspects of that Report, including the academic aspects. 


It was argued that what was being proposed in the amendment could easily 
lead to a situation whereby we might end up with 4 or 5 committees all 
concerned with different aspects of the Report of the Committee on the 
Status of Women, which would result in nothing being done; that the thrust 
of the CUSA resolution was to ensure that some action would be taken and 
an attempt be made to identify those areas where action should be taken; and 
that the present amendment would mitigate against that. 


It was suggested that, given that the issues were different for each of the 
Faculties, the membership of the proposed Senate Committee should 
include | faculty member appointed by each of the Faculty Councils; that 
that should likewise apply to the membership of the Committee proposed in 
the CUSA resolution; and that the first mandate of the Committee proposed 
in the CUSA resolution should be to receive and act upon the 
recommendations from Senate. 


It was argued that Senate was now moving in the direction of setting up a 
committee which will be called a committee on the status of women, 
whereby women were going to discriminate against other women; and that 
we should forget the whole thing because we were either going to be setting 
up committees simply for the sake of setting up committees or we were 
going to end up creating a separate university for women thereby 
perpetuating their status and putting them in an even worse position. 


It was argued that the research vis-a-vis Concordia-specific data has already 
been done and was contained in the Report of the Committee on the Status 
of Women; that the proposed amendment to establish another committee 


gives rise to the question as to who was going to ensure that these two 
committees actually do their work, which, by the same token, was an 
argument for the establishment of the position of Associate Vice-Rector for 
the Status of Women; that the Report of the Committee on the Status of 
Women was a report about women throughout the entire University, 
including students, staff, and academics; that there were many problems that 
may or may not affect one sector of the University but do indeed affect other 
sectors, and that what was really needed was a single committee, or perhaps 
a single person motivating a single committee, to identify those problems, 
many of which were already identified in the Report of the Committee on 
the Status of Women; and that we should approve the creation of the 
proposed Evaluation and Implementation Committee but perhaps with an 
additional clause in its mandate to the effect that notwithstanding all of the 
above, the Committee must bring all academic matters to Senate, etc. 


A sub-amendment to the resolution on the floor was suggested, to the effect 
that the membership of the proposed Evaluation and Implementation 
Committee on the Status of Women, be changed by deleting | representative 
from CUFA and adding 2 faculty members appointed by Senate; that the 
following be inserted after the second clause in the mandate - "that 
recommendations for implementation dealing with academic matters shall be 
sent to Senate for approval prior to their implementation by the Rector's 
Working Committee"; and that the last clause in the mandate be changed to 
read - "be subject to a re-evaluation at the end of its original three-year 
mandate”. 


The Chairman explained that what was being suggested above was not 
really a sub-amendment, i.e., it was not an amendment to the amendment 
now on the floor; rather it was a second amendment, which would be in 
order once the first amendment has been voted upon. 


It was stated that the suggested sub-amendment would, in fact, satisfy the 
intent of the amendment now on the floor. The mover and seconder 
consequently agreed to withdraw the amendment, thereby clearing the way 
for the suggested sub-amendment to be proposed as an amendment. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. FENWICK, SECONDED BY 
MR. LONGPRE, THAT THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE PROPOSED 
EVALUATION AND IMPLEMENTATION COMMITTEE~ON THE 
STATUS OF WOMEN, (DOCUMENT US-83-12-D12), BE CHANGED 
BY DELETING 1 REPRESENTATIVE FROM CUSA AND ADDING 2 
FACULTY MEMBERS APPOINTED BY SENATE; THAT THE 
FOLLOWING BE INSERTED AFTER THE SECOND CLAUSE IN THE 
MANDATE - "THAT RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPLEMENTATION 
DEALING WITH ACADEMIC MATTERS SHALL BE SENT TO 
SENATE FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO THEIR IMPLEMENTATION BY 
THIS WORKING COMMITTEE."; AND THAT THE LAST CLAUSE IN 
THE MANDATE BE CHANGED TO READ -"BE SUBJECT TO A 
RE-EVALUATION AT THE END OF ITS ORIGINAL THREE-YEAR 
MANDATE." 


The mover and seconder of the main motion agreed that the above 
amendment be incorporated into the resolution on the floor. 


Continuing discussion centered on the issue of ' voting on a motion to 
create the Evaluation and Implementation Committee, prior to Senate 
discussion on the resolutions contained in the Report of the Committee on 
the Status of Women. 


A Senator stated that she found the entire discussion to be demeaning, both 
as a woman, as an administrator and as a full participating member of the 
Concordia community; that she felt that she had attained her present status in 
the University through her own efforts and not because of the fact that she 
was a women, but rather that it was deserved; that there were a lot of 
women faculty members who felt the same way and did not want some kind 
of special committee studying them; that if there were problems, those 
problems would have to be tackled, but not by a committee that was going 
to study and recommend that we much hav6 affirmative action, whereby, if 
and when she attains another position, it will be said that she did so because 
of the fact that she was a woman; and that at least in part, this should be 
taken into account in this discussion. It was further stated that there were 
problems among the support staff which required action, but it was argued 
that that was not Senate business; and that there problems with women 
students and those problems should be addressed by the Students’ 
Associations which should be coming forward with specific proposals as to 
what has to happen to rectify those problems. 


Again, it was stated that one could not vote on the motion on the floor 
without knowing in advance exactly what recommendations from the Report 
of the Committee on the Status of Women were going to be pursued and 
implemented by the proposed Evaluation and Implementation Committee. It 
was further argued that there were many recommendations in the Report of 
the Committee on the Status of Women which would directly affect the 
curriculum, the programmes, and the running of a Faculty, e.g., 
recommendation 54.b), page 5, document US-83-9-D4, which states "that 
in departments where there is a total absence of full-time female faculty, the 
University issue a directive that the next open position be filled by a 
woman, and that it be held open until so filled."; and that one could not vote 
for the establishment of the proposed Committee until it is known, and has 
been discussed in Senate, precisely what recommendations from the Report 
of the Committee on the Status of Women the proposed Committee would 
have the power to implement. 


It was argued that the concerns expressed above were really covered by an 
earlier proposed amendment to the mandate, which was now incorporated 
into the main motion, to the effect that any recommendations or 
implementations which have academic impact must be brought to Senate 
before they can be acted upon. 


During continued discussion it was argued that the really important issues 
and the biggest problems that women were faced with in the University 
happened to be in the area of staff, which Senate was not mandated to deal 
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with; that notwithstanding the fact that Senate had a responsibility to 
consider all aspects of University life, although not specific responsibility 
for staff, if we had considered the Report of the Committee on the Status of 
Women first, we would have been in a better position to formulate the 
problems and determine what was needed in terms of a next step; that the 
proposed Committee was completely useless insofar as dealing with the 
main problem was concerned, because it did not provide any structure for 
reporting staff related problems; that although the mandate of the proposed 
Committee has been changed to ensure that recommendations affecting 
academic matters are submitted to Senate before implementation, Senate did 
not have any authority over implementation of matters which deal with staff; 
and that one of the problems that arose with respect to the initial Committee 
on the Status of Women was that its mandate was too broad, and the same 
problem was going to be re-created with respect to the mandate of the 
Committee now being proposed, i.e., the proposed Committee is being 
mandated to deal with women's problems, but those problems were 
different with respect to women faculty members, women staff members, 
and women students. 


It was pointed out again that the proposed Committee would have to report 
back to Senate on all matters which have academic implications. It was 
further explained that with respect to all other matters, the Committee, as a 
Rector's Working Committee, would submit its recommendations to the 
Rector for implementation. 


It was stated that there had been an earlier attempt by some members of 
Senate to table the resolution on the floor, which attempt had not been 
successful; that the discussion was becoming somewhat repetitive; that since 
the motion could not be tabled, the appropriate step to take at this point 
would be to vote on the resolution; and that if enough people at Senate were 
not happy with the motion on the floor, it would be defeated and we would 
then have to approach the issue from a different direction. 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


Prof. Hamalian asked that her abstention be recorded. 


The Chairman advised that as had been previously agreed, Senate would 
now proceed to discuss the recommendations from the Report of the 
Committee on the Status of Women, under the 5 headings as indicated in 
document US-83-9-D4, and with a 15 minute time limit allocated to each 
heading. 


Sexism in Course Material and Course-related Material 


During the discussion on Recommendations listed under item 1, document 
US-83-9-D4, a concern was voiced over the implicit definition of sexist 
language as being "non-inclusive" language, in Recommendation 4, and the 
extent to which it applies to Recommendation 41, which refers to 
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"sex-biased views" in course materials and to "sexist elements in curriculum 
materials". 


Another concern was voiced over the fact that the question of course content 
was not really addressed in the Recommendations listed under item 1, 
document US-83-9-D4, particularly with respect to including more material 
on and about women artists, etc., in courses offered in the University. 


It was pointed out that the above concern was addressed in 
Recommendation 42, item 3, document US-83-9-D4, and it was suggested 
that Recommendation 42 should also be included with the 
Recommendations listed under item 1. 


Encouragement of Women Students 


Issues and concerns which were raised and responded to during discussion 
of the Recommendations listed under item 2, document US-83-9-D4, 
centered on Recommendation 34, which was labeled as being presumptuous 
in part, and Recommendation 53, which was described as being difficult to 
understand. 


The feeling was also expressed that all of the Recommendations concerning 
curriculum for women students, with the exception of Recommendation 42, 
were either not relevant to the issue or not sufficiently concrete. 


Faculty Relations such as Hiring, Promotion and Tenure 


Discussion on the Recommendations listed under item 3, document 
US-83-9-D4, centered primarily on Recommendations 2, 39, and 54. 


Concern was voiced over the implications of blanket hiring prohibitions 
such as spelled out in Recommendation 54, b). It was argued that 
implementation of this Recommendation, given the few numbers of 
qualified women in particular disciplines and existing competition with other 
Universities, would mean that normal University business in certain areas, 
would have to come to a complete halt. It was also argued that 
Recommendation 54, c), would be contrary to the Collective Agreement, 
once that document has been tabled. 


It was stated that one had difficulty with Recommendations 2, 39, and 54, 
in the context of sentiments already expressed to the effect that while being 
aware of the need to ensure that everyone was treated equitably and fairly, 
we could not compromise on the academic quality that we were searching 
for in hiring people to teach in the University, and consequently one would 
urge Senate not to support those Recommendations. 


It was argued that while implementation of Recommendations 2 and 39 
would cause serious difficulties to the University as a whole, 
implementation of Recommendation 54 would result in the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science coming to a complete halt; that for the 
past 7 years there has always been between 10 and 12 vacant positions in 


the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science, which the Faculty has 
been unable to fill; that in the fields of communications, transportation and 
computer science, for example, there were simply not enough people who 
were trained at the proper level; that even if one was able to find the most 
qualified individual who was prepared to come to Quebec and work for half 
the salary that was being offered in industry, implementation of 
Recommendation 54 would prevent the Faculty of Engineering and 
Computer Science from hiring that individual; and that there would be 
serious consequences indeed, with respect to what the Faculty of 
Engineering wanted to accomplish within this Institution, if 
Recommendation 54 was implemented. 


The feeling was expressed that in general the Recommendations listed under 
item 3, document US-83-9-D4, were really addressing a problem that has 
yet to be demonstrated; i.e., the problem of fairness or unfairness in the 
University's hiring practices has not been demonstrated, but we were being 
asked to consider Recommendations that in fact deal with that yet to be 
demonstrated problem. 


Concerning comments made with respect to difficulties in hiring people to 
teach in the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science, it was noted that 
in the Recommendations listed under item 2), document US-83-9-D4, a 
number of points were made about encouraging women to look at fields 
other than those which have traditionally been left to women, which, it was 
suggested, might provide an opportunity to encourage the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science to admit more women students, to train 
them for those jobs which the Faculty was unable to fill and to encourage 
other Canadian Graduate Schools to do the same thing, in those fields that 
traditionally women have not entered. That is, the Recommendations listed 
under item 2), in document US-83-9-D4, might be viewed as a possible 
way in which to give our Faculties a chance to provide all students, male 
and female, with an opportunity to enter those particular fields. It was 
further suggested that before condemning these Recommendations out of 
hand, we should carefully consider the implications for the future. 


In response to the above, it was argued that for the last 5 years, the Deans 
of the Faculties of Engineering and Computer Science across the nation, 
have been trying to encourage women students to enter engineering, by 
going to the high schools and colleges and talking to those students; that the 
Deans requested the National Film Board of Canada to produce a film called 
"Women in Engineering"9 which has in fact been produced in both English 
and French and is now being sent to the high schools and colleges to be 
shown to those students in order to encourage them to take courses in 
science and mathematics, so that when they come to university they would 
have a chance to enter engineering fields; that more than anything else, the 
purpose of the film was to educate high school counselors, who themselves 
were perhaps encouraging female students not to take science and 
mathematics courses; that it was very easy indeed to talk about the 
superstructure, without having laid the foundation; that we have to tackle the 
foundation - 1.e.,' education at the high school level; that it would take 8 to 
10 years to tackle the foundation itself and be able to get trained faculty 
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members; that before that happens, we need to make sure that the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science exists; and that in order for the Faculty 
to exist, Recommendation 54 could not be implemented. 


Senate was advised that the correct title of the film referred to above was "I 
want to be an Engineer", and it was available in the Vanier Library. 


Issues, comments and concerns were raised and responded to with respect 
to statistical data and practices related to the hiring of full-time women 
faculty members in certain departments in the University, particularly 
departments in Engineering and Commerce and Administration. 


Administrative Position of Associate Vice-Rector for the Status of Women 


It was stated that there was a lot of information relevant to the status of 
women which members of Senate may not be aware of, such as those 
important things that have been done by the Deans of the Faculties of 
Engineering in trying to advance the education of Canadians, both male and 
female, in engineering, and it was suggested that a possible argument for 
establishing the position of Associate Vice-Rector for the Status of Women 
was to ensure that, among other things, this kind of information was 
coordinated and disseminated to members of the University community, so 
that we would have an opportunity to find out what was going on and 
where the problems were. 


It was stated that from discussions with other members of the University 
community, one has concluded that this was one of the least popular of the 
Recommendations in the Report of the Committee on the Status of Women; 
that among the negative considerations was the fact that the University 
already had a rather complex administrative structure and the addition of one 
more post for this specific function would seem to be of questionable 
justification; that it was questionable, and indeed some grounds for 
skepticism, as to whether or not the creation of this position would actually 
increase the effectiveness of the achievement of the mandate associated with 
it; and that rather than to create any special office, whether at the Associate 
Vice-Rector level or at the Vice-Rectoral level, one would prefer to see the 
mandate associated with the proposed office, incorporated into the Rector's 
position itself, i.e., that it would be the responsibility of the Rector of the 
University to report to the University community, and in particular to the 
Board of Governors, in regard to all of the measures spelled out in the 
mandate of the proposed position. 


It was stated that this issue was discussed at a meeting of the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council last May, and insofar as one could recall, this was 
the only issue that was dealt with in a substantive way, and that Council had 
expressed itself against the creation of the proposed position; that the sense 
of the Arts and Science Faculty Council discussion was that the notion of a 
position of Associate Vice-Rector for the Status of Women, was a bad idea 
and that insofar as one could recall the Council had taken two actions, the 
first was to recommend the setting up of a committee, if possible, over the 
simmer months, which had in fact turned out to be impossible to do, and the 
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second was to express Council's specific objection to the establishment of 
the proposed position; that although one could not say with certainty, 
whether in fact this occurred with a legislative action, nonetheless it was the 
direction in which the Council was going; and that one would like to have 
permission to inform the Chair on Monday, whether in fact the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council took such action, and if so, that it be incorporated 
into this discussion. 


Senate was advised that the Committee on the Status of Women, in looking 
at the guidelines for other universities, including the University of Montreal 
and Laval University, had discovered that responsibility for the status of 
women had been confided to a person of some authority, either at the 
Vice-Rectoral or Associate Vice-Rectoral level; that the recommendations 
from all of the universities which the Committee had consulted, was that 
responsibility for the status of women be confided to someone in a position 
of high authority in the university, whose only portfolio was the status of 
women and who has some access to the direction, planning, and decision 
making powers in the university, and who has a strong consultative 
committee; that this was the ideal set-up for this kind of portfolio; and that 
this was the reasoning behind the Recommendation on the position of 
Associate Vice-Rector for the Status of Women. 


Affirmative Action 


With respect to this item, it was suggested and agreed that no further action 
be taken until such time as the studies which were to be undertaken by the 
Quebec Human Rights Commission had been completed and the 
Regulations and Amendments to the Charter of Rights and Freedoms of 
Quebec have been published. 


Next Meeting 


It was announced that the next meeting would be held on Friday, December 
16, 1983, in the Conference Room, Protestant School Board of Greater 
Montreal, with the actual time of the meeting yet to be determined by the 
Steering Committee. 


A concern was voiced over the scheduling of Senate meetings in December 
and May, which conflict with the examination periods, making it impossible 
for student members to be able to be in attendance at those meetings. 


It was suggested and agreed that the above concern be considered by the 
Steering Committee at its next meeting. 


Question Period 


It was noted that use of the Concordia Library facilities, during the 
examination period, was restricted to Concordia students and it was 
wondered whether it might be possible to extend this restriction to the entire 
semester. 
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It was stated that completely preventing members of the outside community 
from having access to the Library facilities would create serious problems, 
but at the same time, it might be possible in the second term, to impose the 
restriction a bit earlier than what was normally the case and that possibility 
could be looked into. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:45.p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


